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REMAR KS 

Claims 35, 37, and 38 have been amended. Upon entry of this 
arnendn-enl, clairns 13, 14, 18, 21: 23, 25 and 27-41 wiii be pending in theabove- 
idemified application. 

Claim Reje ct'sons Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Appiicants request reconsideration oftbe rejection of claims 34-37, 3S and 
-rl under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particuiariy 
point out and distinctiy ciaim the subject matter which appiicant regards a>?^ the 

invention. 

Exarr^iner argues that claim 34 is unoiear. Examiner argues -hat the 
^.-rofsie iniorrnaliors of said user" is somehow unclear \vithin the phrase "a plurality of 
ten-T^inai unrls for use by the user, each terminal unit being adapted for accumuiating 
termina; use record information upon use of that temiinal unit by the user and profile 
information of said user Applicant believes that this termoiogy is clear and the ciaim 
can be deconstructed using the normal rules of the English language to show that the 
anr.ecedant basis for "said user" is "Ibe user'' in the same clause and thus the user 
profile -nformation is that of "the user." 

Examiner argues that claims 35, 38, and 41 are unclear due to the term 
"detachably connecting," The Office argues that this means both attached and 
detached. Applicant believes this term is perfectly clear and denotes that the attached 
part can be detached, not that it is detahced, .Applicant notes that "detachabiy'' Is used 
as an adjective. Applicant further notes that "detachably" as used herein has been 
condoned by the courts {in re Casey, 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 {CCPA 1967),; and 
is cited in the MPEP at 2115. 

Examiner argues that claims 36 and 37 are unclear. Appiicant has 
modified claims to repair an obvious typographical error. Applicant believes this 
changes does not require a new search on the part of the Examiner. 

Appiicant argues that claim 37 is unclear do to tiie phrase "information 
r;orrespondinQ to the use of each terrninai unit used by the user.'' .Applicant respectfully 
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disagrees. The phrase ks used to note exactly vvhich information is stored. The 
inforrnc^hon stored is ^r-at information about each terminal that is actually used by the 
ussr. Th;s phrase ;s clear. 

Examiner argues claim 39 is unciear, Applicant has repaired an obvious 
typogs-aphioai es ror to address this issue. 

Csalm Raiec-tions Un der 35 U.S.C, § 103 

.Applicants request reconsideration of the i-ejection of claims 13, 14, 18, 21 23, 
25, 27--33, 33 and 40 under 35 U.S. C. §103(3) as being unpatentable over by Dsdrick 
(U.S. pat. No. 5,717,923) in view of Lee etai. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,751,459). 

.A prima facie case of obviousness is established 'when three basic criieha have 
been met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the prior art 
cited by the examiner or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinarx/ si<lii in 
the ari, to modify the reference or combine the references being relied upon to reject the 
clalrrsed invention. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Third, 
the prior a:1 reference or combination of references must teach or suggest all of the 
requirements of the claimed invention. MPEP 2143 In the instant case, the cited art 
fails to teach each and eveny iimitation. there is not a reasonable expectation of 
success, and there is no motivation in the references to combine them. Further, ti'se 
simple citation io each and every element In a clai.m does not suffice to maintain a 
rejection. The Supreme Court has specifically held that the ^'A psient composed several 
elements is not proved obvious by demonst-f-ating that each element was, 
independently, knovi/n in ihe prior ait.' KSR v Teieflex, 500 U.S. . (2007). 

Genei-aliy, Dednck teaches; 

■■.A method and apparatus for dynamically customizing electronic infonr-ation to 
individual end users includes a client system containing a personal profile database 
which stores consumer information con'esponding to individual end user(s) of the client 
system. The client systeiTi also includes a content adapter which compares electronic 
infor-Tiaiion received by the client system to the consumer information in the personal 
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profite database and customizes the electronic information to an individual end user 
based on this companson. The client system also includes a client activity monitor 
wi'sich monitors actions taken by an individuai end user when consuming electronic 
informstion and updates the personal profile database based on these actions. In one 
embodinient, the cHent activity monitor also monitors which actions are ignored by the 
Individyal end user and updates the personal profile database based on the consumers 
Interaciion with the eieci;ronic information (that is, both the consumers action and 
inaclion). in one embodiment: an electronic information server containing a plurality of 
electronic information units is coupied to the client system via an eiectronlc Infonmation 
distribution network and serx^es as the source of the electronic information Abstract. 

Generally Lee teaches: 

■'A method and apparatus for dynamlcaiiy customizing electronic Information to 
individual end users Includes a ckent system containing a personal proflie database 
which stores consumer information corresponding to individual end user(s) of the client 
system. The client system also Includes a content adapter which compares electronic 
information received by the client system to the consumer information in the personal 
piofiie database and customizes the electronic information to an individual end user 
based on this companson. The client system also includes a client activity monitor 
which monitors actions taken by an individual end user when consuming electronic 
information and updates the personal profile database based on these actions. In one 
embodiment, the client activity monitor also monitors which actions are ignored by the 
individual end user and updates the personal profile database based on the consumer's 
inieraction with the electronic information (that is, both the consumer's action and 
inaction), in one embodiment, an electronic information server containing a plurality of 
electronic inforrY^,ation units is coupied to the client system via an electronic information 
distribution networi< and serves as the source of the electronic information." .Abstract. 

Neither Dedrick nor Lee teach anything about a detachable device. A detachable 
device allows the information to be mobile and used differently by the collector of said 
information. All claims reciting this patentable distinction are allowable, and Applicant 
requests such allowance of claims 13, 14, 18, ,21, 23, 27, 36, 37\ 39, and 41. .Applicant 
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aiiows requests aiiowance or claims depending therefrom which -nciucie claims 28, 30, 
31, 32., 33, 34, 35, 36, 3?\ 38, 39, and 40. 

Regard i.ng claim 13, as to the limitation "a terminal unit for use by a user adapted 
for accumulating terminai use record iru'ormation upon use of said terminai unit by said 
user and original profiie inforrriation of said user generated on the basis of said terminal 
use record information" is not taught by Dedrick, even when supplemented by Lee. 
Each element must be taught by the prior art, or found obvious over the art.. Tiils is not 
tiie case as it relates to claiiT; 13. The Examiner admits on page 4 of the instant office 
action that th:S element is not taught. .Applicant argues that it is aiso not obvious. 
Exansiner cites art that is aimed at server computers that are distant from the user, not 
the terminal used by the user. This is s patentable distinclior^ and thus claim 13 and all 
claims depending i.herefrom are novel and nonobvious. In fact this limitation is primary 
to the invention embodies in ciaim 13. Dedrick also does not teach comparing the used 
coiiected information with the original profile, but instead with a other information 
through a "content adapter." This deficiency is also not addressed by Lee. 

Regarding claims 14 and 18, the recitation of "selecting means selects said 
provided information on the basis of said new profile information written in said storing 
means" is a patentable distinction which makes claim 14 and all claims which recite this 
limitation, or depend from claims which recite it, patentable. This ;s not taught by any 
reference c:ted by Examiner. Claims 14 and 18 are ailowable based on this patentable 

As to the Office's claim that GPS data Is taught by column 17, lines 1-15 of 
Dedrick, .Applicant respectfully disagrees. The lines are; 
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s^nj i'^f<,<tti*Uf« <.i>^tit> i>s 

-•^vit y. . s ^ ^ \j cJ ^* tk ^vei j)? 

:i^t- -A-- ^^,\<x cccr<^ uera. cn a! a o ^ -an^e of claims 28-33, 



Conclosion 

.Appisconr respectfully requests vviihdravval o?lhe objectiorss/rejections and 
besieves tha- the clainvj as presented represent allowable subject matter, if the 
Examiner desi.res, applicant welcomes a telephone interview to expedite prosecution 
and 1-5 available ;n Uie teiepi'^one number below. 

.Appiloant beiiev&s tnere is no fee due at tisis "ume. However, the CuSTimiSSsoner 
IS he'eby authonzed :c deduct any defsciency or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Accouni No. 1S-o140, 

Respectfuily su&niitteo. 



Bradley S. Kunz., Reg. No. 53 165 
Custome.r No, 26263" 
314.259.5942 
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